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REV. SIR, 


OUR very early attention to my letters 

has conferred a diſtinction on me in a 
high degree flattering, and which ſome of your 
correſpondents (not equally honoured) may 
be inclined to interpret as an invidious pre- 
ference ſhewn to a neighbour with © whom 
you have ſome acquaintance, and whom you 
* are in the habit of occafionally meeting.“ 


Your attention is, I confeſs, as extraordinary 


as it is equivocal. For when it is recollected 
in what light my letters muſt have appeared 
to you before you condeſcended to reply, your 


having choſen me as the object of ſuch an 


honour will no doubt excite more than ordi- 
nary curioſity in the minds of the public. 


That a ſeries of letters written (as you ſay 


A mine 


4 
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mine were) without any regard to truth or 
even the appearance of truth; which contain 
little elſe than a calumnious miſrepreſentation of 
your ſentiments, exprefſily with the view of 
rendering your perſon obnoxious in this neigh- 
bourhood ; and by a man too whoſe readers 
in general are prepared to receive whatever he 
may think proper to advance: that ſuch palpa- 
ble, groſs and unfounded calumny ſhould have been 
deemed worthy of reply, and by a perſon of 
your eminence and eſtabliſhed reputation in 
the world, is ſomewhat problematical. To your 
own adherents it was certainly not neceſſary, 
becauſe acquainted as we may juſtly ſuppoſe 
them to be with your real opinions, the miſre- 
refentation mult ſtrike them at once; to the 
world it will I preſume be conſidered as in a 
great meaſure ſuperfluous; for men in general 
are ſufficiently prepared to detect falſehoods ſo 
palpable as thoſe are which my letters are re- 
preſented to contain; and to my friends (if you 
may be credited) a reply, be it ever ſo excel- 
lent, muſt prove ineffectual. Men ſo blindly 
and obſtinately prepaſſeſſed will not eaſily be 
prevailed on to liſten to any thing offered in 
confutation of their prejudices: unleſs we ſup- 
poſe that the candour, - gentleneſs, and moderation 
which ſo eminently diſtinguiſh your letters may 
have obtained for you, on this occaſion, a fa- 
vourable hearing. But you indulge the hope 
that 
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that this diſcuſſion may excite a more general 
attention to your other writings, and for this 
there are no doubt ſufficient reaſons. This ob- 


je&, however, which you have ſo much at heart 
is, I confeſs, an event which I anticipate with- 
out regret; having long ſettled it in my own 
mind, as a certain principle, that while a pro- 
per regard for the ſacred ſcriptures retains its 
influence in this country, the more extenſi ively 
your opinions are known the more univerſally 
will they be reprobated, as tending in a direct 
manner to weaken the credibility, and to defeat 


the end of the chriſtian diſpenſation. This 
view of your opinions which I have conſi- 


dered more at large in my letters, you treat 


as a groſs miſrepreſentation of your real ſenti- 


ments, and I can readily ſuppoſe that with 
perſons, unacquainted with your manner in 
controverſy, you have in ſome meaſure ſuc- 
ceeded. As the object of my firſt letters was 


not to eſtabliſh my own infallibility in oppoſi- 


tion to that of Dr. Prieſtley, I ſhall ever be 
Teady to ſet him an example of temper in ac- 


knowledging whatever ſhall fairly appear to 
have been an overſight, or a miſrepreſentation 


of his opinions; but as I never do entertain, 


much lefs publiſh, a falfekood knowing it to be 


ſuch, J have, Sir, nothing of this ſort to de- 


fend: nor ſhall Jever be prevailed on to retract 
what appears to me important truth; no: not. 
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if it ſhould even bring upon me a ſecond at- 
tack from you, more liberal and diſpaſſionate than 
that which is now before the public. My mo- 
tives in this buſineſs appear to have engaged 
no inconſiderable ſhare of your candid atten- 
tion: but whether theſe were *©* preferment,” 
+ a deſire of rendering myſelf conſpicuous” by 
aſſailing ſo redoubtable a champion, or. of 
reſcuing my attachment to the Church of Eng- 
land from thoſe ſuſpicions of inſi incerity to 
which former connections might expoſe it,” 
will not I believe be deemed my preſent con- 
cern with Dr. Prieſtley. The public can cer- 
tainly ſeel no particular intereſt in the biogra- 

phy of ſo obſcure an individual as myſelf. 
From whom deſcended, what have been my 
advantages of education, how connected with 
reſpect to family intereſts, are queſtions which 
in my vulgar apprehenſion, have no neceſſary 
connection with the apoſtolic teſtimony, or 
with my views of Dr. Prieſtley's ſentiments 
on that ſubject. But I forbear. A propen- 
ſity to ſpeak of one's-ſelf is not, I find, the 
infirmity of old writers only. Beſides not 
having written a preface, any attempt on my 
part/ to entertain, or to intereſt the public in 
this way might poſſibly be charged on me as 
à breach of privilege. Waving, therefore, all 
further reference to myſelf, and keeping the 
| character 
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Þ 
character and behaviour of my aritagoniſt 
(particularly on this occaſion) as much as 
poſſible out of view: the queſtion diveſted 
of all ſuch unimportant incumbrances, with 
which the public is concerned, is ſimply this; 


whether my ſtatement of Dr. Prieſtley's opinion, con- 


cerning the inſpiration of the apoſtles, be a miſrepre- 
ſentation of his real ſentiments on that ſubject? This 
point once ſettled, other matters of ſecondary 
conſequence in my letters to which your in- 
genuity may have given the appearance of 
miſrepreſeatation, will, I truſt, be eafily and 
ſatisfactorily accounted for. 


I am, &c. 
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REV. SIR, 


* HAVE ever conſidered that to attheppethcit 
1 a writer, was either artfully to miſtate his 
real ſentiments, or by falſe deduQion to charge 
them with conſequences which they will, not 
juſtify: Admitting this definition to be juſt, 
F ſhall: now enquire whether it can fairly be' 
ſai to apply to my een on the preſent 
on on. * 


In che commencement d of my - ſepia letter to 
you 1 have theſe words. It is now time that 
the attention of the chriſtian world fhould be 
„ recalled to its only proper object in this con- 
© troverſy: this is the apoſtolic teſtimony, If 
this be inſufficient to fix thoſe ideas which 
it becomes us to entertain of the perſon of 
„ Chriſt, J have no difficulty in affirming that 
& the ſubject muſt remain for ever undetermi- 
“ nable. With the generality of Proteſtants, I 
© conſider this teſtimony as infallible. You have 
taken conſiderable pains to eſtabliſh the con- 
. * trary doctrine; for; to repreſent the apoſtles 
as in poſſeſſion of no inſormation, which ſe- 
** cured them from the groſs miſtakes and preju- 
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1% Jices of their countrymen, is now become the 
* argumentum palmarium of the Unitarian ſchool.” 


This, Sir, is my repreſentation of your opi- 
nion on this ſubje&. It is, I grant, ſtrongly 
expreſſed, but not more ſo than the paſſages 
which I have adduced in its ſupport, will 
juſtify. In order that my leading objection 
to your theory may appear in its true light, 
and not in that disjointed form in which you, 
page 3, preſent it to our readers; I ſhall here 
ſubjoin the particular paſſages (now confeſſ- 
edly your own) on which it is fqunded, leav- 


Ing the public to judge whether they will au- 


chorize the repreſentation already given, and 
the concluſions founded upon it in my letters. 
In vol. 4, page 22, of Theol. Repoſ. you 
expreſs your opinion of the apoſtles, as in- 
terpreters of the ancient ſcriptures, in theſe 
very remarkable words. We can ſatisfy our- 
< ſelves and others with ſaying that they (i. e. 
the apoſtles) applied the ſcriptures according 
to the beſt of their judgment which would of 
„ courle (without any particular illumination 
©* which does not appear to have been neceſ- 
„ ſary in their caſe) be biaſed by the mode of 
applying them prevalent in their age and 


country; and that conſequently we are at li- 


© berty to judge of the propriety of all their 
** quotations, as well as of thoſe made by perſons 
{ | #73 75 not 
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i * now living.” And again, page 112, you ſay, * 
As to the apoſtles there will perhaps be no 
difficulty in admitting, that the great object of 
« their miſſion did not require any particular 
illumination with reſpect to the knowledge of 
* the {criptures ; and therefore that they would 
«+ be naturally influenced by the mode of inter- 
'S pretation, which was generally adopted by 
1 their countrymen.” And in page 442, your 
0 tone is ſtill more deciſive, for you ſcruple not 
tf to ſay (conſiſtently enough I grant with your 
hypotheſis). It is evident that the apoſtles: 
1 t often applied the ſcriptures very improperly. 
q „% and with no better Judgment than their un- 
. — believing: NR 


Theſe, Sir, in your own words, are the 
paſſages on which I ground my aſſertion; 
< that to repreſent the apoſtles as in poſſeſſion 
of nc information which ſecured them from 

*< the groſs miſtakes and prejudices of their 
I ** countrymen is now become the argumentum pal- 
nn © marium of the Unitarian ſchool.” Whether on 
; this principle you do profeſſedly, or by fair con- 
ſequence invalidate the authority of the apoſ-- 
tolic teſtimony, is a Point which I have al- 
ready diſcuſſed, and is by no means eſſential 
to the preſent queſtion. The plain and obvi- 
ous enquiry is, have I in the above aſſertion 
preſerved the true ſenſe of the paſſages cited. 
| from 


1 
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from the Theological Repoſitory? You muſt 
have known when you undertook your reply 
that this was the only ground on which to 


make good your charge of miſrepreſentation, 


according to the firſt ſenſe of the term; unleſs 
you found yourſelf prepared (which from 
your letters by no means ſeems to have been 
the caſe) to anſwer the objections brought 
againſt your theory. Inſtead, however, of this 


fair and manly conduct ſuiting the dignity of 


a great writer, you have availed yourſelf of 
arts in controverſy the leaſt ingenuous, and, 
in your conteſt with ſo young à polemie as 
myſelt, the leaſt neceſſary. Marked and ob- 


vious as the diſtinction is, between my re- 


preſenting you as maintaining an opinion re- 
ſpecting the inſpiration of the apoſtles which 
tends to invalidate the infallibility of their teſ- 


timony; and your having in the controverſy 
concerning the perſon of Chriſt appealed to this 
teſtimony in ſupport of your opinions; clear 


as the diſtinction is between theſe two points, 


you have thought proper to confound them; 
and I will venture to ſãy that on this paltry 


effort your charge of miſrepreſentation de- 
en for all its en and force. 


In page 6, you ſay, you will find that you 


« yourſelf cannot appeal to the ſcriptures with 
De een in Proof of your opinion con- 


cerning 
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« cerning the perſon of Chriſt than I have al- 


„ways done in proof of mine; having ever con- 


4 ſidered the teſtimony of the apoſtles as infalli⸗ 


„ble in this caſe, as much as you can do." 


This. Sir, is a palpable attempt to get rid of 


the main queſtion between us. After the moſt 
careful reconſideration of my letters I find but 
one paſſage which affords even colouring for 
this evaſion. - The paſſage is this. After giv- 
ing the general repreſentation of your theory 
on which the whole reaſoning of my pamphlet 
is founded; I add page 9. It is on this 
% ground profeſſedly that the argument from 
the compariſon of ſcripture with itſelf has by 

you been rejected as utterly impertinent and 
60 inconcluſive,” This paſſage (though true in 
fact) i is I freely own too ſtrongly expreſſed, and 
would have ſtood better as an inference at the 
cloſe of my remarks, than in its preſent ſituati- 
on. This mode however of concluding peremp- 


torily from the opinions of another without a{ 


ſigning the reaſons: which are ſuppoſed to juſ- 
tify-thoſe: concluſions is not, I find, peculiar to 
myſelf... Yau, Sir, have dealt the ſame meaſure 
to me in the very letters now under conſidera- 
tian. For in page 26, you repreſent me as 
* virtually denying the unity of God,“ becauſe 


I maintain * a trinity of divine perſons, or (as 


you. fay) Gods;” and as in fact ſuperceding 
Land rendering — the reſurrection of 
05 | the 
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the body by what you call the doctrine of à 
* ſoul.” Now, as 1 never have maintained pri- 
vately, or in public profeſſed any theory con- 
cerning the divine nature which appears to me 
chargeable with the conſequences of nonſenſe 
and profaneneſs here aſcribed to my opinions ; 


and as my ideas concerning the human ſoul 
are in no ſenſe (with which I am acquainted) 
calculated to affect the doctrine of a reſurrec- 


tion, I might with more than equal juſtice com- 
plain of miſrepreſentation. But were I in 


replying to ſuch a repreſentation of my ſenti- 


ments immediately to fix on this paſſage, and 
endeavour to aggravate your conduct without 


examining the reaſons on which it may be 


founded ; I certainly ſhould exped the public 
would conſider me as aſking for credit in the buſi- 
neſs. Pardon me, if I ſay, that this is the very 
part you have taken in your reply. For conſci- 
ous (as itſhould ſeem) that the charge of invali- 
dating the authority of the apoſtolic teſtimony is 


but too ſucceſsfully proved upon your opinion, 
vou inſtantly faſten upon a ſingle ſentence in 
my letters (incautiouſly expreſſed and only to 


be defended as an inference) which, you ſay, 
repreſents you as ** refuſing to appeal to the 
+ ſcriptures and to abide by their NY” 


This, Six, was the indem af the Fes on. 


It is your, only reſource in your preſent cir- 
; cum- 
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cumſtances, and you have certainly improved 


it in your very beſt manner. You clearly fore- 


ſaw that to hold opinions which tend to injure 


the credibility of a witneſs, and yet to appeal 
to that witneſs in ſupport of your ſentiments, 
were a contradiction in conduct which the 

ublic would not eaſily be prevailed on to ad- 
mit in a perſon of your diſcernment and avow- 
ed integrity. This, however abſurd and incre- 
dible it may appear, is the fact. For to repre- 
ſent the apoſtles as men who ** often applied 
the ſcriptures very improperly and with no 


better judgment than their unbelieving 
** countrymen, 


30 


contains a propoſition, which 
(in common c conſtruction) involves in it every 
conſequence of injury to the credibility of their 
evidence which I have charged upon it in my 
letters. After ſuch an attack upon the infal- 
libility of their general teſtimony, your ap- 


pealing to them (though it may confound the 


unwary) is a wretched compenſation for ſo 


great an injury. It certainly proves (what I 


never meant fo call in queſtion) that ** you are 
not afraid” to appeal to a teſtimony in one in- 
ſtance, whoſe validity on other occafions you 
are not afraid” in terms the moſt unequivocal 
to bring into doubt. And it as certainly de- 
monſtrates (what it materially concerns our 


readers to attend cloſely ta in this diſpute) 


that EY thus artfully ſhifting the main e 
a tion 


tion between us, you have ſaved yourſelf the 
trouble of replying to my principal objection, 
and at the ſame time have given the air of 
miſrepreſentation to my argument by what is 
in fact a miſtatement of my real conduct in 
the buſineſs. If there be a contradiction in ad- 
mitting and rejecting by turns the infallibility 


of an evidence (as you have actually done that 
of the apoſtles) and an abſurdity in ſtill conti- 7 
nuing to appeal. to that evidence; let not the 4 
[reproach fall on me becauſe it hath fallen to 43 
my lot to expofe both in Dr. Prieſtley. 


The queſtion, Sir, 1 us is ſo clear and 
want that it required all your ingenuity ane 
addreſs to perplex and embarraſs it. Inſtead 
of reciting long paſſages from your various 
- writings to prove that you have appealed to the © 
ſcriptures in proof of your opinions; your +» 
buſineſs (you muſt have known) was to vin- 
dicate yourſelf from the ſerious charge of hold- 
ing an opinion which, by fair and neceſſary | 
deduction, invalidates the infallibility of the 3 
apoſtolic teſtimony. Meet this charge fairly 
and Tefute it, and your anſwer will be com- 
| pleat. But till this be done think not to im- 
poſe on the common ſenſe of mankind, by ex- 


hibiting the mere dexterity of an able dit- | 
putant. 
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This, Sir, however it may obtain for you 
the applauſe of the moment by what you may 
deem a triumph over an antagoniſt not equally 
hackneyed in the arts of controverfy, will not 

eaſily be miſtaken as an evidence of your ſu- 
preme love of truth, and is certainly beneath 
the dignity of a truly great mind. Having ſaid 
thus much in explanation of my argument, 
our readers will I truſt clearly perceive that 
the object of my letters was not to call in queſ- 
tion your having appealed to the ſcriptures of 


the New Teſtament ; but to prove that you do 
entertain, and have taken conſiderable pains 


to inculcate an opinion, concerning their in- 
ſpiration which does in fact ſet aſide the mfal- 
libility of their teſtimony, and by conſequence 
Tenders all appeal to them in this controverſy 

uſeleſs and abſurd. Here the buſineſs ought 


properly to reſt; but looking farther into your 


reply, I find, that beſides your attempt to di- 


vert the public atterition from the main queſ- 


tion, you have had recourſe. to another piece 
of management in your defence not more libe- 
Tal, nor juſt. In page 14, you have theſe 
words, Having confidently aſſerted, and ſe- 
« yerely cenſured my utter rejection of ſcripture 
evidence, in the controverſy concerning the 
** perſon of Chriſt, you proceed to a particular 
inſtance as an exemplification of my conduct 
ne And as it N that I have aQually _ 
_ conſidered 


/ 
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+. conſidered the very ſame text that you pro- 
„ duce for this purpoſe, our readers will have 
ban opportunity of comparing your repreſen- 
tation of my treatment of this paſſage with 
my own actual treatment of it, &c.” 


8 3 Sir, that little as I had to expect 
from the known candour of Dr. Prieſtley, I was 
not a little ſtruck with the illiberality of this 
_ paſſage. Such efforts to eſtabliſh your charge 
of miſrepreſentation may not ſafely be re- 
peated. Even under your auſpices they be- 
gin to betray ſome feeble ſymptoms of con- 
ſcious impotence. In a young writer they 
might poſſibly be charged to the account of 
inexperience, or over-light: in you they will 
not find the like apology. After ſtating your 
opinion in the former part of my ſecond let- 
ter, I proceed in page 10, to apply it in a 
particular inſtance. Now, Sir, as the paſſage 


there recited, from the 110th pſalm is intro- 


duced by every writer in favour of Chriſt's 
divinity, with whom I am acquainted, as a 


clear and deciſive proof of that doctrine; I did 


conſider it as a very proper example to illuſ- 
trate the tendency of your opinion (reſpecting 
the apoſtolic teſtimony) on that important 
ſubjet. With this view and this only I in- 
troduced it, retaining indeed the principle of 
en objection, which it was my deſign by this 


means 
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means to illuſtrate, but without any idea of 
informing the public that you had actually treated 
tie paſſage in this manner. That the paſſage con- 
tains a proof of Chriſt's divinity was a point 
that I had a right to aſſume; and then the 
queſtion was not whether Dr. Prieſtley had 
actually attempted to explain it on a different 


principle from that which I charge him with 


maintaining: but whether (upon the ſuppoſi- 
tion that my account of his opinion be juſt) 
when applied to this, or any other text of ſimi- 
lar import, ſuch conſequences as I have aſ- 
cribed to it will not follow? This, Sir, appears 
to me ſo clear a caſe, that I am willing to re- 
fer it to the tribunal of common ſenſe, being 
thoroughly convinced that no man endued 
with this faculty (who has not your ſeelings on 
the occaſion) will conclude that my deſi gn was 
to exhibit your afual treatment of the paſſage in 
queſtion: It is thus, however, you manage 
your reiterated charge of miſrepreſentation 2? 
and it is on ſuch ground as this you proceed 
(in confidence, no. doubt, of having ſubſtanti- 


ated your accuſation) page 7, to admoniſh me 


in, theſe terms, ſufficiently diſcouraging and 
alarming to the feelings of a young. writer. 
This Sir, I hope will be a leſſon to. you 
in your future attempts at controverſy, and 
** teach you not to write from imagination only but 
to have ſome facts to go upon, What would 

= you 


e 
* 
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40 you think of a judge, or jury, who ſhould 


treat a criminal as you have done me, that 


is, condemn him not only without evidence, 

but contrary to evidence and that of the 
„ plaineſt kind,” Which of us may have be- 
trayed the ſtronger ſigns of being impoſed 
on by our imagination, or of being miſled by a 
leſs innocent principle in the conduct of this bu- 
ſineſs, I am content to leave to the judgment 
of all candid and impartial men. 


I am, &c. 


LE: TE ks. 


Sh 1 | 
* 8 PPP — 


REV. 8 1 R, 


| WIn regard to the ſubje& of the 1 f. 


ration of the ſcriptures, I am far from 
thinking that ** you have no occaſion to diſcuſs 
this with me,” much leſs am I diſpoſed to ad- 
mit (as a ſufficient apology for your conduct) 
the reaſon aſſigned by you for declining'this 
diſcuſſion. You ſay, page 23, * The ſubje& 
of the inſpiration of the ſcriptures, on which 
* you enlarge ſo much, I have no occaſion to 
* diſcuſs. with you, becauſe I allow the infalli- 
« bility of the writers as far as the queſtion 
© between us is concerned.” It will be worth 
while to examine the truth of this repreſentati- 
en, as it will tend a little to illuſtrate your 
real ſentiments on this important ſubject. 


The reader will recolle& that my principal 
buſineſs with you reſpects the infallibility of the 
apoſtolic teſtimony, which, I have endeavoured to 


prove. your . ee on inſpiration tends di- 
rectly to invalidate, He will alſo perceive 


that I have confined this teſtimony to one par- 
B 2 _ ticular 
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ticular ſubjet ; viz. the perſon of Glirift. Now 
though your theory is in fact calculated to de- 
ſtroy the validity of this teſtimony in all its 
eſſential branches, I conſidered it a very deſir- 
able matter fairly to eſtimate its importance 
on this one point; and eſpecially as the per- 
fon of Chriſt (being the grand ſubje& now in 
diſpute) is the great doctrine which I would 
wiſh by this means, clearly to aſcertain. With 
reſpect to the infallibility of the apoſtolic teſti- 
mony on this point, you ſay page 1, It is 
an authority which I had never called in 
++ queſtion,” and in page 6, Having ever 
_** conſidered the teſtimony of the apoſtles in 
{© this caſe as infallible, as much as you can 
„do.“ In the paſſage already cited in the 
preceding page, * I allow the infallibility of 
the writers as far as the queſtion between us 
is concerned.” But how are theſe expreſſi- 
ons of your deference for the authority of 
a poſtolical inſpiration proved ? Is it, Sir, by 
the ſentiments already examined in my for- 
mer letters, or by the following paſſage in 
page 23, of your anſwer? As to the perſon 
* of Chriſt, it was impoſſible, without any inſpi- 
ration, for the apoſtles to be under any miſ- 
take about it.” This is, no doubt, to aſſert in 
very ſtrong terms ybur opinion of their infalli- 
bility in this caſe: but the reader will obſerve 
the infallibility here vouchſafed them is of that 
| | fort 


„ 
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ſort in which inſpiration. is no way concerned: 
indeed, by your own confeſſion it muſt have 
been abſolutely unneceſſary. For if it was im- 
poſſible, without any inſpiration, that they ſhould 


miſtake on the ſubject, it will follow, that this 


was not a fit occaſion for God to interpoſe by 
extraordinary direction; and conſequently, 
that the apoſtles were left, in this buſineſs, en- 
tirely to the guidance of their own reaſon, 
that is, they were not inſpired at all. Which 
was the thing to be demonſtrated from Dr, 
Prieſtley's hypotheſis. A buſineſs in which 
he has now (without my ſolicitation) kindly 
alliſted me. 


| 5 55 Sir, this buſineſs is more than ab- 
ſurd, it is diſingenuous. For apprehending, as it 
ihould ſeem, that a good natural under- 
„e ſtanding” might poſſibly ſpy out the above 
concluſion, by a compariſon of your ſenti- 
ments on the ſubjet; you have endeavoured 
to provide againſt the evil by raiſing a doubt 
in note page 3, Whether the doctrine concerning 
the perſon of Chriſt were really an object of the apoſto- 


lic miſſion. You clearly foreſaw that in propor- 


tion as the negative of this queſtion weighed 
with our readers it would enfeeble my infer- 
ence; becauſe it would very naturally ſuggeſt 
the enquiry, ** if Dr. Prieſtley ſuppoſes that 
the doctrine concerning the perſon of Chriſt. 

OS & really 
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really made no part of the apoſtolic miſ- 
„ ſion, what will Mr. Burn obtain to his argu- 
ment by ihewing (as in the above inſtance) 
- ** that in Dr. Prieſtley's opinion the apoſtles 


were in poſſeſſion of no extraordinary infor- 


„ mation on that fubjec, nor indeed required 
«© any?” But this piece of generalſhip, Sir, 
will not avail you in the preſent inſtance. 
For the queſtion ſtill returns, if. the perſon of 
Chriſt conſtituted no part of the apoſtolic miſ- 
ſion, how comes it to paſs that you allow, 
page 23, this to be in fact a point admitted 
between us, and concerning which you fully 
grant the teſtimony of the apoſtles to have 
been infallible? 'The reader will perceive that 


the ideas which the apoſtles attached to the 


perſon of Chriſt do not enter into the preſent 
queſtion ; the enquiry being ſimply, whether 
they bore any teſtimony to his perſon at all, 
and whether this were infallible. Dr. Prieſt- 
ley in note, page 3, declares, that on this 
point * nothing is ſaid in our Saviour's 
* own inſtructions, or commiſſion, which only 
required them to preach the goſpel to every 
creature; and yet in page 23, 24, he al- 
lows they did bear teſtimony concerning his per- 


ſon and that this teſtimony i is infallible. This, 


to common obſervers, may have the appear- 
ance of contradiction: but a little enquiry will 


convince us, that even Dr. Prieſtley s contra- 
; e dictions 


ke, 


* 
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| diaions, which at firſt view may a little ſur- 


prize, are admirably calculated to illuminate— 
his real ſentiments. 


The amount of the buſineſs is plainly this: 
when the apoſtles introduce paſſages from 
the Old Teſtament which contain names and 
characters appropriate to the Supreme Being, 
as applicable to Chriſt; then, his perſon forms 
no part of their miſſion, or as interpreters of 
the ſcriptures they were not better informed 
than their unbelieving countrymen. Mien they 
ſpeak of Chriſt as a man, their character in- 
ſtantly aſſumes a different aſpect; for now they 
give teſtimony to his perſon, and their teſti- 
mony is allowed to be infallible as far as the 
queſtion in this view of it is concerned. But 
this would be too much to ſay in plain and 


direct terms, and therefore it is ſcattered about 


in detached paragraphs, and elucidatory notes of 
doubtful ſignification ; evidently with a view to 
weaken that juſt veneration due to apoſtolic 
authority, as far as this is conceived to counte- 


nance that obnoxious doctrine THE DIVINITY 
OF CHRIST. 


Tt may here, noffibly be objected © that the. 
paſſages you produce from your other writings 
page 6, 7, &c. are a proof that you entertain a 
very different opinion of apoſtolic authority in 


B 4 | . 
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| | this buſineſs. But this plea, alſo, is utterly in- 
C | admiſſible. Thoſe paſſages are indeed in di- 
'$ rect contradiction to the ſentiments you en- 
Wl | tertain on the ſubject of inſpiration. But I 
2% have already diſclaimed all part in the contra- 
3X dictions of Dr. Prieſtley. You muſt have 
known that, in the queſtion between us, the 
introduction of thoſe paſſages was really no- 


1 thing to your purpoſe. They might indeed M 
—_ |. 3 
= ſerve the diſingenuous purpoſe of confound- 1 
IB ing the buſineſs, and by this means of procur- 


3 ing for your real ſentiments a temporary re- 
3 | ſpite from that juſt indignation due to them in 
5 a chriſtian country ; but this cannot be of long 
= continuance. Time aided by calm inveſtiga- 
| | tion muſt, infallibly, expoſe the artifice. I 
muſt have been ignorant indeed of the part 
you have taken in the controverſy, concerning 
the perſon of Chriſt, if I had enjertained a 
| doubt of your having appealed to the ſcriptures 
® in ſupport of your opinion on that ſubject; 
| : and I muſt have wanted common ſenſe not to 
have ſeen that your views. of their inſpiration 
rendered ſuch an appeal a very great ab- 
ſurdity. 


Pd 


| This procedure, Sir, on which you lay ſo 
great ſtreſs in your exculpation, iS juſt as rati- 
onal as if you were (in a court of juſtice) firſt 
of all to exerciſe your ingenuity to perſuade 
LE . | the 
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the court that the teſtimony of a particular 
witneſs was not to be depended on; and after- 
wards, in the courſe of the ſame buſineſs, were 
ſolemnly to appeal to the teſtimony of that 
very witneſs in ſupport of any allegation you 
might ſubmit for its judgement. The only 
difference in theſe caſes would be, that, in a 
cou rt of juſtice, the monſtrous abſurdity of ſuch 
a buſineſs would be ſeen through and expoſed 
at once; whereas in this, by keeping your prin- 
ciples and their conſequences at as great a diſ- 
tance as poſſible, common men are not prepa- 
red at once to ſee their connection; and this 
circumſtance, I have no doubt, may have led 
ſome very well meaning people of your own 
denomination as well as others, to conclude, 
that you do not hold the opinions which are 
generally aſcribed to you on this and other 
important ſubjects. | 


In this view J cannot but regard with ex- 
treme pity your attempt page 33, to perſuade 
the public that we adopt the ſame rule” in 
judging of the extent in which the apoſtles 
were inſpired. But how is our rule of judge- 
ment in this caſe proved to be the ſame? | 
why, truly, by a paſſage in note page 17. 
where certain circumſtances are enumerated 
concerning which J grant the apoſtles were not 
inſpired at all ! Now * I readily allow 

5 that 
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that what is there conceded (in thoſe caſes 
which are particularly ſpecified) does contain 
your, general maxim on this ſubject; I do, at 
the ſame time, as expreſſly deny that this 
proves our opinion on the ſubje& to be the 
ſame. My idea of the extent of their inſpira- 
tion as ſtated in that note is expreſſed in theſe 
words. All that we contend for is this; that 
in the doctrinal and prophetical parts of ſcrip- 
% ture and whatever elſe was neceſſary to be 
% revealed, the apoſtles wrote from the imme- 
« djate ſuggeſtion of the holy ſpiritz and as 
* to all other things that ſacred perſon ſo far 
e ſuperintended and directed them as to ſe- 
© cure them from error: it not being conſiſt- 
e ant with the honour of God to ſuffer them 
© who by miracles proved a miſſion from him, 


to ſtamp a credit upon e by virtue 
« of that miſſion. 


This excellent paſſage, Sir, ſtates pretty 
clearly thoſe occaſions which I deem extraordinary, 
and in which, I canceive, a divine interpoſition 
to have been both neceſſary and proper. The 
reader, by examining the whole paſſage, will 
inſtantly perceive that the preceding part of 
the note was expreſſiy intended as an excep- 
tion to the general rule here adopted. Whe- 
ther, therefore, Paul might or might not have 
{pains himſelf, and left his cloak ſomewhere 

elſe 
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elſe then at Troas, is a ſuppoſition that in no 
way affects my general maxim. For allowing. 
even this to have happened, my maxim hath 
already decided that this would not have been 
a fit occaſion for a divine interpoſition, be- 
cauſe this miſtake would in no reſpect have 
affected the great objects of his miſſion. 
When, therefore, I conſider. the apoſtles as 
being * ſo far ſuperintended in writing as to 
*© be by this mean ſecured from error, I am, 
in common conſtruction, to be underſtood as 
confining that ſuperintendance to the Ou of their 
miſſion Wy | 


But imagining you had found me Wipe 
in this part of the ſubject you proceed to fay, 
page 23, Now there is no error that I af 
* cribe to the apoſtles of any more conte- 
I mquence to the real object of their miſſion 
than ſuch a miſtake (alluding to the cafe ſup- 
poſed with reſpect to St. Paul) as this.“ 
Could this be proved with as much weight of 
evidence, as it is here aſſerted with appearance 
of confident ſimplicity, I ſhould with pleaſure 
extend to Dr. Prieſtley the right hand of fel- 
lowſhip, on this ſubject. But a very little at- 
tention to your real conduct in this buſineſs 
will ſufficiently prove, [that it is not more 
compleatly at variance with my views of the 
ſubje@, than with thoſe of Chriſt himſelf. 

| Amongſt 
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Amongſt the real objects of the apoſtolic 
"miſſion; I rank the knowledge of the prophe- 
cies concerning the Meſſiah. You on the con- 
trary, ſuppoſe that the great object of their 
* miſſion did not require any particular illumi- 
nation with reſpe& to the knowledge of the 
* ſcriptures:” and, on this aſſumption you 
have even dared to afhrm, that ** they often 
applied the ſcriptures very improperly, and 
with no better Judgment than their unbe- 
** heving See ä 


Now, Sir, independently of every thing 

already advanced in refutation of this moſt 

extravagant hypotheſis, there is this conſide- 

Tation to which I beg your attention and that 

of our readers, It is evigent that on this 

queſtion (whether any particular illumination . 
reſpecting the knowledge of the ſcriptures 
was neceſſary in the caſe of the apoſtles) Jeſus 
Chriſt, and Dr. Prieſtley are at iſſue. Dr. 
Prieſtley without, difficulty admits, and, (if the 
paſſages laſt cited have any determinate mean- 
ing) he expreſſſy aſſerts that ſuch illumination 
was not neceſſary, Jeſus Chriſt was as ex- 
preſſly of the contrary opinion, For in his 
interview with his two diſciples going to En- 
maus, he thought it abſolutely neceſſary ** be- 
** ginning at Moſes and all the prophets, to 
[oh ** expound to them in en the ſcriptures the 
| things 
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« things concerning himſelf.” And afterwards 
when he * ſuddenly appeared to the ele- 
„ yen and them that were with them at Je- 

K ruſalem,“ he thought it neceſſary to“ open 
« their underſtandings that they might know 
« the ſcriptures.” And finally to convince 
them (and us alſo) that ſuch illumination 
would be of permanent neceſſity in their caſe, in 
his conſolatory addreſs to the ſame perſons 
before his departure, he declared himſelf in 
theſe very intereſting words, But the com- 
e forter, which is the Holy Ghoſt, whom the 
Father ſhall ſend in my name, he ſhall teach 
© you all things, and bring all things to your 
+ remembrance whatſoever I have ſaid unto 
ou.” John 14, 26. This, Sir, ſeems a ve- 

ry plain caſe. And yet you are of opinion 
that a ** particular illumination with reſpe& to 
the knowledge of theſe very ſcriptures was 
not neceſſary to the apoſtles of Jeſus Chriſt.” 
You even maintain that, they often applied 
the ſcriptures very improperly,” and yet 
you aſſure us, with an air of perfe& innocence, 
that there 1s ** no error you aſcribe to the 
. ** apoſtles of any more conſequence to the 
real object of their miſſion than that of St. 
*+ Paul would have been, had it eſcaped his 
© recollection whether his cloak were left at. 
Froas, or at Antioch!” It is impoſſible to un- 
derſtand this aſſertion literalhy without charging 
| 1 
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it with contradiction and inſult. With con- 
tradiclion to your avowed principles on inſpiration, 


which have been ſhewn, in one important in- 


Nance, to be at variance with thoſe of Jeſus 


Chriſt: and with inſult to the common ſenſe 
of chriſtians if you imagined that ſo palpable 
an abſurdity, as it contains, would eſcape 


without the moſt marked _ decided . 


W 


Whether now we adopt the ſame rule and 
only differ in our applicatioh of it, on this 
important ſubject, the reader will judge. He 
will alfo obferve, with reſpe& to thoſe occaſions 


which I deem extraordinary (i. e. in which I 


conſider divine illumination to have been neceſſa- 


ry) but which Dr. Prieſtley ſees and treats in 


a different light; that in this he does not 
merely (as he aſſerts) ſet up his reaſon againſt 
mine, but, as has been ſhewn from their very 
different opinions in the above inſtance, he 


even preſumes to oppoſe his reaſon to the 


clear and expreſs judgement of Chriſt him- 
felf. Now, Sir, if our Saviour's teſtimony re- 
ſpecting his own inſpiration may be depended 


on where hedeclares to his diſciples, ©* The word 


* rohich you hear, is not mine, but the Father's which 


| 0 ſent me; it will, I think, follow pretty clear- 


ly, that in thus oppoſing the confident decifi- 
ons of your own reaſon againſt the actual judg- 
ment 


8 
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ment of Chriſt (reſpecting the inſpiration of 

bis apoſtles) you do in fact oppoſe that ſame 
reaſon to the authority of cop HINsELF. Surely 
Sir, he that in any ſenſe deſpiſeth the teſti- 
mony of ſuch a witneſs, ** deſpiſeth not man 
«but God,” who in an eminent degree endu- | 
ed him with his holy ſpirit. 


I would recommend to your ſerious attenti- 
on the following ſcriptures, venturing at the 
ſame time even to pray” that God by his ho- 
| ly inſpiration may enable you clearly to un- 
derſtand them with reference to your own con- 
duct in this buſineſs. Believeſt thou not that I 
am in the Father, and the Father in me? The words 
| that I ſpeak unto you I ſpeak not of myſelf, And ye. 
have not his word abiding in you: for whom he hath 
ſent, um ye believe not. John 14, 10. and 4, 38. 
The preceding obſervations will ſhew to whom 
the very ſerious charge of ſetting up reaſon gan 

revelation 9 W | 


But it ſeems ſtill that © my notions on the 
„ ſubje&t of inſpiration are extremely crude 
<* and indigeſted, or that I am incapable of 
« exprefling my meaning” on the ſubject; 
becauſe I have, in the laſt paragraph of my 
letters, uſed the following words, If accord- 
* ing to your hypotheſis the reaſon of the indi- 
*{ vidual be competent to determine the autho-. 
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** rity as well as the ſenſe of ſcripture: our 
faith muſt, contrary to ſcripture, ſtand in 


** the wiſdom of man: but if on the contrary; 


«© the inraLLIBiLITY of the apoſtolic teſtimony 


be a defenſible doctrine, without precluding 
** the yſe of reaſon, it places our faith, where 
truly enlightened reaſon requires it ſhould 


«© be, in the rowER or 60D.” 


In the above paſſage I have endeavoured to 
bring the important queſtion between us with - 
in the compaſs of a fingle ſentence. This 
circumſtance, to a more candid reader than 
yourſelf, would have been a ſufficient reaſon 
for his referring back to my general argument for 
the elucidation of any obſcurities which might 


occur in the paſſage. But the fact is that the 


as 4 


abſurdities charged upon it by you page 27, 


are entirely of your own invention. 


I have in no ſenſe diſcouraged the nſe of 
reaſon (in the particular caſe ſuppoſed in that 
paſſage) being as thoroughly convinced, as 
you can be, that the determination of ſuch a 
queſtion would be impoſſible without it. To 
aſcertain the reſpective pretentions of the Bible, 
and of the Koran, to divine authority, the in- 
ternal and external evidence appropriate to. 
each muſt be carefully examined ; and for this 


0 98 the uſe of reaſon 1 is indiſpenſibly ne- 
ceſſary. 
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teflary. But farther than this the provinee of 
reaſon, in this caſe, does not extend. For the 
moment I have diſcovered that the divine autho- 

rity of the bible is eſtabliſhed by clear and in- 
fallible proofs, I am bound by that authority to 
admit as true the contents of that ſacred book. 


Let reaſon diſcriminate by the moſt Hoor- 
ous inveſtigation the falſe miracle from the 
true; but let her at the ſame time admit that 
the teſtimony, in confirmation of which a real 
miracle hath been wrought, muſt be infallible. 
Whatever by fair conſequence tends to weaken 
this propoſition does an injury to the autho- 
rity of revelation, and even to the veracity of 
God himſelf, for which no refinement in rati- 
onal religion can ever compenſate. It is, there- 
fore, Sir, to your theory as oppoſing the uſe of 
reaſon to the divine authority, and not to your 


introducing it for the purpoſe you mention, 
that I decidedly object. 


5p do not, as you familirly expreſs it, * take 
the mere word of the apoſtles for their in- 
„ fallibility.“ No: I confider them as men 
divinely inſpired: as men whoſe inſpiration 
was confirmed by the finger of God working with 
them; and who were themſelves ſo thoroughly 
perſuaded of the fact of their inſpiration (with re- 
& as to the religion they taught) that one of 
C them 
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them - conſidered himſelf fully authorized to 
pronounce an anathema, on the man, or angel, 
who ſhould preſume to preach another goſpel, 
Gal. i. 8, h. The ſame apoſtle canſiders the 
contempt ſhewn to his authority as a contuma- 
cious oppoſition to God himſelf, which would 
have been an unpardonable aſſumption in any 
man who could not have proved by clear and 
indiſputable evidence that he had the ſpirit of 
God, and was really acting under his a gdb 

I Theſ. iv. 8. 


The thing, Sir, which my reaſon ſeeks in 
this bufineſs is the proof of God ſpeaking in them: 
when this is once aſcertained, the obligation F 
to admit the infallibility of their teſtimony 
(ſhould it even be found to inculcate the doc- 
trine of a trinity, or of atonement) becomes indiſ- 
putable. But if reaſon forgetful of her pro- 
vince, will preſume to judge what God ought to 
have revealed; and proudly objecting to the 
ſenſe of his revelation dares to call in queſtion 
tits infallibility: I do in theſe reſpects, from 
my ſoul ** reprobate” reaſon : and I do think 
that its influence in theſe views ought ſeri- 
_ ouſly to be dreaded” by every real Tong 
to A 


: You may now, if you pleaſe, ioform the 
public that theſe ſentiments ariſe ſrom a con- 
| ſciouſnels : 


„ 


7 


2 


1— 
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{ciouſneſs that my opinions will not bear the light 
of reaſon : that they are only the fears of an 
intereſted bigot to forms of eſtabliſhed belief; 
and that the ſpirit of free enquiry ought not to 


be checked by ſuch apprehenſions. If, Sir, it 
will gratify a favourite paſſion, or ſerve in any 
; point your great cauſe, you may without moleſ- 
tation indulge and even propagate this view of 
my conduct. I ſhall only take leave to remind 


you, that my idea of inſpiration, ſhould vou 
hereafter think proper to controvert it, is a 


fixed and determinate idea; and that our readers 


may (without trouble) be prepared to confront 


it with your preſent, or with any future repre- 
-ſentations of it with which you may favour the 


public, | {hall here fabuit it in few. words. 


The inſpiration of the apoſtles confifted i in 


" the faculty of clearly underſtanding, and of communi- 


cating to others, with infallible certainty, the knowledge 
of ſupernatural truth, Of this inſpiration miracles 


were the proof: and of the truth of theſe mira- 


cles, as diſtinguiſhed from impoſture, reaſon 


was to be the judge. Upcn the ſuppoſition 
that theſe miracles were true (which appears 


a moſt rational concluſion) the infallible inſpira- 
tion of the apoſtles, as far as the great object of 
their miſſion was concerned, follows of courſe; 
and, by conſequence, the obligation upon us to 
| ada; the truth of all their inſtrugions, — 
| C2 In 
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In this view of the ſubje& the diſtin pro- 
vinces of revelation, of reaſon, and of faith 


are Pretty clearly marked out. 


ed, Sir, to your theory of infliraiion; be- 
cauſe by a proſtitution of reaſon from its only 


proper uſe, its authority is in fact, though not 
Profeſſedly, oppoſed to that of revelation; and 


by making the deciſions of reaſon the guides 
in matters of belief, it compleatly deſtroys at 
one ſtroke, the doctrine and e of 
chriſtian Faith, 


I ſhall conclude this letter by a paſſage 
that will at once illuſtrate and confirm wy 
ideas on the 8 | 


LY 


©« It is WER certain? ſays this eminent wri- N 


ter, that a divine revelation, if any be ex- 


tant in the world; a divine revelation, which 
is in other words, a diſcovery of ſome part 
of God's own knowledge made by God him- 


| « ſelf, notwithſtanding that fallible men have 


„ been made the inſtruments of the communi- 
« cation, muſt be perfectly free from all mix- 
„ ture of ignorance and error, in the par- 


© ticular ſubje& in which the diſcovery: is 
made. The diſcovery may, and, unleſs the 
powers of the human mind were infinite, 


eit cannot but be limited and partial: but as 
© | far 
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far as it extends, it muſt be accurate. For 
© 2 falſe propoſition, or a miſtake, is the very 

<« reverſe of a diſcovery. —In whatever relates, 
[therefore, to religion, either in theory or 
te practice, the knowledge of the ſacred writers 
was infallible, as far as it extended, or their 
_ © inſpiration had been a mere pretence. And 
« in the whole extent of that ſubject, faith 
e muſt be renounced, or reaſon muſt ſubmit 
e to their oracular deciſions.” Biſhop of St. 
David's ſermon on the principle of vitality in man. 
Page 2 and 3. 


When you next favour the public with 
your lucubrations on this important ſubject. 
remember not * indeed an old ſaying,” but 
one that has ſome truth in it; that no man 
is againſt the authority of the bible, till the ſenſe 
of it is againſt him, | 


I am, Kc. 


„%% Se oy Oe OOTD 


— — —— — — 


n E v. 8 1 R. 


He you done me the juſtice fairly to ſtate 
what I have offered on the ſubject of 
your appeal to the ſentiments of the fathers 
concerning the perſon of Chriſt, it would have 
prevented, what I deem, the diſagreeable ne- 
_ ceſlity, of retorting the heavy charge of miſre- 
preſentation. I had perſuaded myſelf that if 
any thing in my letters merited the approba- 
tion of Dr. Prieſtley, it would be the ſenti- 
ments I have ſubmitted on that ſubject, be- 
cauſe they are in general ſuch as, I imagined, 
would be deemed; unexceptionable by impar- 
al judges on both ſides of the queſtion. 


Vou have, 1 paſſed a very different 
judgment on the ſubject; and juſtice to my- 
ſelf obliges me to ſay, that there is no buſi- 
neſs ſo plain, which a ſimilar mode of repre- 
ſentation would not embarraſs ; nor any thing 
ſo innocent to which it would not give the ap- 
. Pearance at leaſt of criminality. That our read- 
ers may judge of the truth of this remark, I 

C 4 hall 
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ſhall content myſelf with producing the paſſa- 
ges in the connected ſorm in which they ſtand 
in my letters; and then as you have * 
them in Yours. e 4 


After ſtating (page 4) the neceſſity of ad- 
mitting ſome general principles as media 
of proof in order to the determination of 
every controverſy; and ſhewing that theſe ne- 
dia ſhould have as natural and as obvious a 
relation to the ſubject as poſſible: I obſerve,” 
That on theſe grounds it has, as often as I 
have conſidered the ſubject, appeared to me 
„in a high degree prepoſterous to advert to 
© early opinions in proof of a doctrine, which 
© from its nature can ultimately be determined 
by the. ſcriptures only. For, if the New Teſta- 
** ment be an authentic document it is profi- 
table and ſufficient for doctrine: and when 
*« conſidered in connection with itſelf will be 
found the beſt interpreter of its own inten- 
tions; but if on the contrary, it be a book 
of doubtful; or fallible authority, it requires 
but little penetration to diſcover, that no 
opinion ancient or modern; can ſo far 
change its character, as to {rite it FO amp 
2 of mAb." 9 5 


This is the paſſage as it ſtands in my letters; 
Dr. * has choſen to > Treg it from its 
| natural 


\ 
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0 Won ecklon, and, by this act of vio- 
lence has preſented it to the public in that 
diſtorted form which it exhibits in his. The 
candid reader will inftantly perceive that by 
concluding his quotation with the words ** the 
1% ſcriptures only” he conceals entirely the 
reaſon, which I immediately aſſign for the opi- 
nion expreſſed in that quotation. By this 
means it appears merely as an aſſertion un- 
ſupported by any ſort of authority whatever. 
A very little trouble would have enabled you 
to produce the whole paſſage, and then if you 
had choſen to controvert it fairly, the public 


would have been able to Judge ge boy 


+, 43 
$55 4.2 999 by * Ts BR bo "3 3 4 F 
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4 ſhould be tnelined to ateribote your con- 
duct in- this buſineſs to the natural rapidity of 
your manner, but for ſeveral circumſtances of 
the ſame kind which have already occurred, 
and that the very next ſentence in your third let. 
ter furniſhes a freſh Tpecimen of the ſame diſ- 
ingenuous temper. You Tepreſent me as ſay- 
ing, that ** diſcuſſions of this nature can do 
little more than excite the ſneer of infide- 
„ lity, and are manifeſtly incongruous and ab- 
„ ſurd”. But why do I ſay this? Is there no- 
thing like a reaſon offered for this opinion ? 
Surely. Sir, you never can have read, or what 
amounts to the ſame thing, never can have 
n the following paſſage, on which the 

above 
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above: ſentence neceſſarily reſts as its found- 
ation. ** + Tf 1 beet the Fathers competent | 
not deſpair. 2 finding theis ſuffrages abun- 
« dantly in favour of that ſyſtem for which I 
« contend; but. really, Sir, it ſtrikes me as a 
e matter.of very little conſequence what the fa- 
+ thers taught on this ſubject, while the validity 
« of that facred record, from which they. pro- 
„ feſs: to. derive. their opinions is itſelf undeter- 
„ mined. Let this point once be fixed, and it 
«© may. then be proper to advert to early, opini- 
ons; but till this be done, diſcuſſions of this 
60 nature can do little more than excite the 
©« ſneer of infidelity at an attempt (to decide 
© the doctrines of chriſtianity) ſo manifeſtly 

© incongruous. and abfurd.“ "IE: 6. VI 
Paſſage { ſpeaks far itſelf. 
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With regard to the 3 3 from. 
page 28, their propriety muſt depend on the 
truth of my general argument. If I have been 
ſucceſsful in. proving that. you hold opinions 
which do in fad injure the general authority 
of ſcripture ; an attempt to aſcertain the ſenſe 
of that record. by any foreign authorities what- 
ever, I ſhould ſuſpect, would not be deemed a 
compliment either to. the underſtanding, or 
integrity of any man. You may indeed in 
ſuch reſearches * materials on which to ex- 

erciſe 
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_ erciſe your talent for diſputation ; but ho do 
you illuſtrate that is obſcure, what do you aſ- 
certain that is doubtful, by theſe means? You 
imagine you find your own ſenſe of ſcripture 
in theſe ancient interpreters ; but allowing for f 
a moment this to be the caſe, of what real 
confequence (upon your theory of inſpiration} 
can this ſenſe be to any man? Juſt as much 
as your being aſſured, that the preſent Miniſter 
of Great Britain (provided you ſhould out live 
him) had left a will expreſſly in your favour; 
but upon further enquiry you had the mortifi- 
cation to find that the will itſelf (though indiſ- 
| po the will of Mr. Pitt, and with regard 
to ſenſe expreſſſy in favour of Dr, Prieſt- 
ley) was not duly atteſted, and' confequently 
not authentic. A diſcovery like this would 
no doubt be a ſource of pleaſing reflection 
during the remainder of*your few and evil 
days, as it would furniſh an unequivocal aſſu- 
rance of the high ſenſe which that great man 
entertains of your actual merits; but alas! 
preterea 8 


Beſi des, Sir, not to inſiſt 1 upon abs 
Extreme abſurdity of an appeal to the Fathers 
in this caſe, it ſtrikes me as being upon 
your principles. a moſt unneceſſary buſineſs.” For 
if your account of the ſuperior adyantages 
gf modern interpreters * be depended 

| upon 
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upon, they are certainly much bel qualified: 


_— 
to appreciate the merits of this great queſtion- 
than either the apoſtles themſelves, or their, 
immediate ſucceſſors. | 17 55 | 


6 We” (fay 8 with reference to 


the apoſtles as interpreters of ſcripture and 


Fee of Heb. i. 13.) who have not the 

Ree Be F Jeus, and wko. are niuch better fit tu- 
% oted for taking. an enlarged vie of th# ſubje in 
* all its connections muſt judge for ourſelves as 
6 they did.” Theol. Repoſ. vol. 4, page 11 3- 
If I underſtand the ſpirit of this remark, it is 
fimply this; that every. progreſſive remove in 
point of time, from the apoſtolic age, has been 


an advance in the ſcale of Theological re- 


ſearch, towards that refinement which ſo emi- 
nently diſtinguiſhes tie modern interpreters of 


ſacred writ; and conſequently, as the writers 
of the ſecond and third centuries had fewer pre- 


judices and more light than thoſe of the foft, 


we of the eighteenth, calculating our improve- 


ment by this ratio, muſt have made RE 
advances towards a | 


It may be objected, that this repreſentation 
of the matter is contradicted by what you pro- 
duce. (page 20,) from ſome former publicati- 
ons, in explanation of the buſineſs. This 


e be the caſes but if the above 


account, 
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account of our opinion, taken from another 
' work”of#®ygurs, be juſt, I muſt be excuſed 
from taking any thare in Dr. Fenn con- 
tradictions. 
11300 
With theſe views, you muſt imagine 1 felt 
myſelf not 75 little alarmed by the following 
declaration. If, after reading theſe paſſages, 
you ſtill have no clearer idea of the nature 
and objech of my late diſquiſitions concern- 
ing the . of early times, than you had 
* when you wrote your letters to me, I am not 
. MY ables to do any thing more for you, and my con- 
duct muſt remain as inexplicable : as ever.“ 
Page 21. 


. * 


This, Sie, is rendexing my N e 
indeed! It would have been compaſſionate 
in you. to, have afforded me another chance 
before you gave me entirely up. Indeed the 
very flattering account you have ſo obligingly 
laid before the public of ** my good natural 
gt undefRirfling and my youth” is calculated 
in ſome imeaſure to encourage a hope that 
this may be the caſe. I am at leaſt repre- 
ſented ag A1 improvable ſubject; and it may 
perhaps be worth your while to beſtow a little 
more patience on me and fome few additional 
; reaſons which may have a tendency to place 
| | the 
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-the real motives of your appeal to early opinions 
in a more conſiſtent and convey paint of 
"Sight. : 


As the matter ſands at wo} it does, I 
freely own, exceed my comprehenſion to diſ- 
cover why (upon your theory of its inſpiration) 
the ſenſe of the apoſtolic teſtimony ſhould be 
deemed worthy of inveſtigation at all; or why 
(upon any other theory) we ſhould have re- 
courſe to the aid of traditional ebidence in the 
determination of a queſtion, which (by your 
account) we ourſelves are muck better quaifed 
to underfiand. | 


The public will now I hope be inclined to 
give me ſome little credit with reſpect to my 
knowledge of your writings, which you more 

than inſinuate I have entirely overlooked or 
miſrepreſented in this buſinefs ; and they will 
alſo perceive that as an interpreter of them, I 
have taken ſome pains to colle& their true 
ſenſe, not from imperfe& and mutilated quo- 
tation, but from the more ſure and equitable 
5 mode of comparing you with youſalf,® * 


What I have here faid will alſo 1 . con- 
tribute ſomething to the elucidation of what 
Fs call 6. * curious alluſion to your flound- 

| ering 


word go as far as Mr. Seed's, and Mr. Seed's 
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© ering in the toils of popiſh ſophiſtry.” I am-. 
ſurprized that a perſon of your ' diſcernment 
and information ſhould have been for a mo- 
ment at a loſs to decipher my meaning in this 
alluſion; and much more ſo, that you ſhould 


attribute it to my miſapprehenſion” of your 
conduct in appealing to early opinions. I now tell 


you (for your particular information) that I 
had in view the famous circular argument of the 


church of Rome, by which ſhe would eſtabliſh 


alternately her own infallibility from the ſcrip- 


tures, and the ſenſe of thoſe ſcriptures by that 
infallibility: and I again repeat it, that your 


manner of treating the ſcriptures and tradi- 


tion, in the preſent controverſy, is an exact 
counterpart of the conduct of that church in 


this particular. 7 


With regard to my quotation from Seed, the 
ſubject of which you affirm to be notoriouſly 


falſe, in point of fact, I ſhall only ſay, that even 


upon this ſuppoſition, the. main queſtion be- 
tween us is no way affected by the truth of a 
paſſage introduced merely for the purpoſe of 


elucidation.” But it is by no means neceſſary 


to concede you thus much: for, as we have 
only your own words for the opinion you re- 
ſpectively adopt, why may not Dr. Prieſtley's 


as 
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——ů —— —— len, Too 
22 ** — — 


as far as Dr. Prieſtley's? To conſtitute a fact 
notorious, ſomething more is required than the 
mere word of thoſe who report it; and when 
tlie eredibility of the individuals giving, as in 
this inſtance, a contrary account of the ſame 
tranſaction is equal, the public will of courſe do 
as I have done, judge for themſelves. 
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ARISE Ks 
F is no part of your WWE in this 
| controverſy that I behold with greater 
concern, than that which relates to the con- 
ſequences of your opinion on the ſubject of 
inſpiration. 


My deductions eln that opinion 1 bettet 
true, or falſe, appeared to me in a very ſeri- 
ous point of light; and as they were offered 
in terms ſufficiently reſpectful to Dr. Prieſt- 
ley, it certainly became him to meet the 
buſi neſs with that regard to decorum which 
its tans demands from OOTY: friend 
to ane | 5 


et 8 1 80 "inte is no as 
which, as a collateral evidence, has contributed 
more to confirm me in the truth of thofe con- 
ſequences which I have charged. upon your 
theory, than the manner in which. you would 
hide them from the eye of the public.” TON 


Your attempt to convert my examination 
af your ofinion into an attack upon your ca- 
racten to eee a queſtion a religious, br 

ey "BE: 3 and 
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and on which chriſtians in every age have 
been generally agreed, with one confeſſedly of 
a political nature, and concerning which, -late 


diſcuſſions have proved, there is a material 


difference. of opinion in this country ;—your 
new and very extraordinary doctrine of inferences 
by which a man 1s rendered accountable only 
for thoſe conſequences (of his opinion) which 
he himſelf allows ; (page 26) which is in plainer 
terms to preclude all diſcuſſion, and to pro- 
cure for the worſt opinion a compleat ex- 
emption from detection and cenſure — theſe, 
Sir, are attempts which I muſt regard as made 


with no other deſign than that of concealing 


from public view, and of reſcuing from Public 
deteſtation the tendency of your opinion in this 
inſtance. Perſonal conſiderations, you muſt 
have known were out of the queſtion, and if 
theſe have been obtruded upon public notice, 
that is your affair, and not mine. I can dil- 


tinguiſh between Dr. Prieſtley and his opini- 


ons; but whatever be the reſpect I entertain 
(in many regards) for the man, this will never 
deter me from any enquiry into his religious 
opinions which. I may think proper to inſtitute, 
or induce me to withhold that juſt cenſure of 
them, which their tendency hall OE to 
require. | 


With wind to your attempt at humour (for 


15 ſeems it has not yet * pleaſed God to make 
you 
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« you a wit 4 it is, 1 confeſs, one of the very 
ſew things in your reply. 1 which I deem per- 
fealy harmleſs. 


I do indeed think that fo * is a branch of 
chriſtian diſcipline too much neglected among 
us; and that prayer is a chriſtian exerciſe in 
which no man need be aſhamed to excel; but 
I cannot prevail with myſelf to believe thas 
2 Diſſenting Miniſter, fifty years ago, might 
(with impunity) have introduced either for 
the mere purpoſe of low and impertinenf” 
buffoonery. | 


- Till you have. Sir, by ſound argument re- 
futed my charge, the uſe of ridicule will, at 
leaſt, be hazardous, It may, inſtead of ex- 
poſing the abſurdity of my fears, ſerve rather 
to exhibit the ſtruggles of a ſuperior under- 
ſtanding to ccnceal its own embarraſſments. 


But the conſequences, which J aſcribe to your 
theory, are ſtatad at large in the third of my 
former letters. They are, I grant, of a moſt 
ſerious nature, and it deeply concerns the 
public to know whether they do attach to your 
opinions or not. For myſelf I do not (for 
reaſons already aſſigned, and which you have. 
not even attempted to anſwer) entertain the 
leaſt doubt on tbe affirmative of this queſtion. 

D2 Till, 
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Till. therefore, that hypotheſi is OE bas 
been ſhewn by fair conſequence. to invalidate” 
the infallibility of the apoſtolic teſtimony, can 
be proved to eſtabliſh the, authority of the New 
Feſtament ;—till that opinion which, transſer- 
ing the authority of ſcripture from the inſpiration 
of the penmen to the: deciſions. of mere reaſon, 
can be ſhewn to confirm the claims of revela- 
tion above thoſe of reaſon ;—and,; till that the- 
ory which, if acled upon, would reduce obedi- 
ence to tlie decalogue itſelf to a queſtion of 
mere expediency, can be proved in a high degree 
conducive to the practice of virtue ;—I ſhall con- 
ſider every reference had to your own charac- 
ter, in extenuation of your principles; as an 
implied acknowledgment of their guilt ; every 
alluſion to mine, whether for the purpoſe of 
impertinent levity, or of perſonal inyedive, as 
a ſubject of pity; and every recourſe to logical 

- fineſſe, in the determination of ſuch a queſtion, 
as an-offence equally againſt the light of rea- 
fon, and the e e of eternal truth. 


* 1 + . 7 


With regard to yours cl iſm, (which in 
compaſſion to my youth you have broken into 
three ſhort queſtions) I ſhall only ſay, 


1. That after the moſt ſerious attention to 
the ſubject, I ſee little difference. between the 
act of a theory which by fair conſtruction 
| $I  Invalidates 
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invalidates, and of one which profeſſedly rejects the 
infallibility of the apoſtolic Rag concerning the 


perſon of Chriſt. 5 pm 


2. The reader will perceive, from my fourth 
letter, that I am reduced to the ſame difficulty. 
when I examine the reaſon of your appeal to 
early. opinions. Why the Fathers ſhould be 
called in to determine the; ſenſe of a teſtimony, 
the validity of which, is by your hypotheſis ren- 
dered, at leaſt, extremely doubtful; and by 
men, who, in your opinion, muſt be much 

better qualified to ſettle that point than the 
Fathers could be, are queſtions which I ſubmit 
(not as a catechiſm; no: that were preſumptyz 
hay: for your farther elucidation. | 
If you Wh the apoſtolic ne to 
a been infallible ** without inſpiration,” I 
beg to. be informed what it is in that teſtimony 
that induces your. afſent 'to any thing that it 
contains? Is it the authority of God manifeſt 
in the apoſtles, or is it the deciſions of your own. 
reaſon on what they taught? Both it cannot 
be—for if (as you affirm) this teſtimony were 
infallible without any inſpiration,” the autho- 
_ rity of God is totally out of the queſtion; and 
then whether you are governed in your be- 
lief by your own reaſon as diſtinct from, or in 
oppoſition to this . 1 leave the reader 
to Judge. 
Dg 2 3-7 ns 
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But it is, I believe, uſual in a courſe of cate- 


| Chetical inſtruchon to teach young people the ſenſe of 


the commandments: I have the misfortune to 
be charged, by my great inſtructor, with the 
breach of, at leaſt, two of them. Impatient as 
I feel under a charge of this ſerious nature, I 

will haſten to mY exculpation. | 


In page 31 you ſay, As to the decalopue, 
© you certainly break one of the command- 


„ ments, viz. the firſt, which, from this cir- 


© cumſtance, we may ſuppoſe, not to be of 
the leaft importance. It is that which ſo- 
++ Jemnly enjoins the acknowledgment and 
oY r on only one God,” 


My belief of the Joity of Chriſt is, no 


doubt, the ground of this weighty accuſation. 


To infer, however, from henge that 1 either 


acknowledge, or worſhip more Gods than one, 


is a conſequence which I do. not allow; and 


this, according to your mode of reaſoning, is all 


that need be ſaid in refutation of the charge. 
No man, you fay, is properly anſwertble 


« for any thing more than he himſelf allows,” | 
page 26. I do not allow, but on the contrary 
I reject with « indignation” the opinion which 
by any mode of fair conſtruction is chargeable 
with ſuch a conſequence ; it is therefore, on 

| our 


1 . 


WP 
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your oun principle, unfair to aſcribe this 
& to me.“ But, 


Non tal. auxilio 
tempus eget. 


I ſhall refer you to a ſingle paſſage of ſcrip- 


ture as my beſt apology for the opinion I en- 


tertain of Jeſus Chriſt. St. John in the 5th 
chap. of his revelation, gives the following ac- 
count of the worſhip of heaven. 


« And I beheld, and I heard the voice of 
% many angels round about the throne, and 
the beaits; and the elders: and the number 
of them was ten thouſand times ten thon- 
% fand, and thouſands of thouſands; ſaying 
„with a loud voice, worthy is the lamb that 
was ſlain, to receive power, and riches, and 


«wiſdom, and ſtrength, and honour, and glo- 


% ry, and bleſſing. And every creature which 


„is in heaven, and on the earth, and under 


*© the earth, and ſuch as are in the ſea, heard 
„ J, faying, Bleſſing, and honour, and glory, 
5+ and power be unto 1 that fitteth upon 
« the throne, and unto THE LAMB for ever 


and ever.“ + C'S | | , 


On this — * 1 would ſubmit theſe ob- 


| ſervations. 


＋ 


By, oa. 
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That whatever worſhip is offered to Je- 
„reh in heaven muſt be eſſentzal- and i incommus. 
nicable worſhip. | 


2. That this Jame eſſential adoration which is 
here offered to. him that fitteth upon the 
throne, 1s, by the cope: of nenden aſcribed 
alſo THE LAMB. } | 
3 : conclude from hence, either that Chriſt 
is a proper object of divine worſhip (which no 
mere creature can be) or that the -firſt com- 
mandment is continually violated in heaven. 
'T hou ſhalt have none other gods before me, (that is 
in my pre ſence) is the divine injunQion ;— 
whereas, if (as you affirm) Chriſt be not God, 
it will follow; that an altar is erected,” in the 
very preſence of Jehovah, on which the ſacrifice 
of ſupreme adoration is offered to an idol; and 
that the whole company pra, pre nao is joined 
in A 5 a n a 1 


4 i 4 : Ar 
9 hs, * 
53. EL 


If 1 nk gin i incur: the. alk of W N for 
the reverence I pay rug BLESSED JEs8vs, let me, 
at leaſt, enjoy the conſolation. to reflect that, I 
err in company of the wiſeſt, the moſt pure, 
and the 'moſt numerous part of God's intelli- 
gent creatures! Let me, at leaſt, enjoy this 
conſolation while under the frown of rationat 
religton, and, of its wo 1 858 Dr. Prieſtley! 

N „ 
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"Whether in the above paſſage of St. John 
God and Chriſt are mentioned as beings, of 
% quite a'difſerent rank, and much more ſo than 
man and beaſt ;” and whether it appears from 
this, that in no ſenſe whatever, not even in 
«© the ' loweſt ſenſe of all, is. Chriſt ſo much as 
called God in the New Teſtament;” I leave 
to the common ſenſe of mankind to deter- 
mine. See Dr. 1 S letters, Page 7- 


As to my ſhameful violation” 955 the 
ninth commandment, I truſt my preſent vin- 
dication will (with all diſpaſſionate men) ſuf- 
ficiently clear both my intention, and my 
conduct from ſo vile an aſperſion. The cauſe, 
For which II contend, neither requires the aids 
of perſonal invective, or of ſtudied ' miſte- 
preſentation, The ſentiments, to which I ex- 
cept, are ſtated in your own words; and, as to 
the deductions made from thoſe ſentiments, 
they are ſuch as, I verily believe, would have 
occurred to any impartial enquirer who had 
| given the ſame attention | to the ſubject. | 

Ik it ſhould ſtill appear that I have been miſ- 
taken, to confeſs that miſtake (upon a proper 
repreſentation) will be no great mortification, 
as it will only be to acknowledge myſelf ber- 
ter informed than I am at this moment; —and 
even N I ſhall have * ſatisfaction to re- 

a 3 | | flea, 
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flect, that whatever have been my etrors in 
this buſineſs, they have ariſen rather from a 
defe of underſtanding, than a perverſe inten- 
tion of heart, 


You tell me, indeed, for my enconragement 
page 31, that though I have + ſhamefully 
« violated, this commandment,” you ſtill 
« believe I had no voy bad intention at 
bottom.” 


Now, $, though it may exceed my inge- 
nuity to find out how the © ſhameful violation” 
of any divine command can conſiſt with good- 

no of intention, even in the loweſt degree of 
it: I cannot but perceive that, in this extra- 
e compliment, you either had no de- 
ſign, or, that through a defect of memory you 
have in page 33, flatly contradicted yourſelf. 
| You there affirm that in my letters to you, I 
have not preſerved the © leaſt regard either to 
truth, or probability ;” that the ſubject of 
my letters i is ** a groſs, and ill founded calum- 
„ny“ and (by implication at leaſt) that my 
perſiſting i in my preſent opinion of your ſen- 
timents, will determine me to be a man deſti- 
tate of every remain of chriſtian princi- 
3 ple ; and yet you give me credit for tie 
goodneſs of my intention at bottom! at any 
rate, you think, 1 gould : not have had any very 
bad 
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| bad deſign in the ** ſhameful violation ” of 
theſe comm andments! | « 


Vou Rill however call upon me to repenc of 
my foul offence againſt ++ God, the public and 
«+ yourſelf,” To this I ſhall only fay, that in 
my ſyſtem, repentance, to be genuine, muſt. 
be the reſult of clear and ſettled convicbion; 
but as this has not yet arrived, I ſhall be con- 
tent rather to endure your cenſures on my 
obſtinacy, than by a feigned contrition in- 
cur the guilt of diſſimulation. 5 


Vou demand, which of theſe command- 
ments do you. charge us Unitarians with ha- 
bitually violating ? ?” I anſwer, that it muſt be 
notorious to every impartial reader, that prin- 
ciples, and not actions, are the ſubje&s of my 
animadverſion. Why then this continual ap- 
peal to characier in a queſtion that relates to 
principles only? You will poſſibly fay, that in 

this you only adopt our Lord's maxim when 
he ſays of falſe teachers, . * . Ne | 

know them.” 


- But you muſt be aware that this maxim, 
though in general a ſafe guide with regard to 

ſuch perſons, does not hold univerſally. For 
I might (ſpeaking generally) ſay, upon the 
very ſame nee, that ſuch men ſometimes 
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appear as «©: Wolves in ſheep's cloathing. The fact 


is though in a character notoriouſly bad there 


is juſt reaſon to ſuſpect ſome radical deſect in 
principle, en the converſe of #this propoſition 


a not in 8 inſtance! be eee Ind 


1 
4 


343007 * 1 the moſt Wa ſpirit in 


the univerſe is not chargeable with any groſs 
immorality ; and we know alſo that his fer- 
vants, the more effectually to accompliſh their 
purpoſe of deſtruction to the fouls of men, 
ſometimes appear as Angels of Taght.”- 2 


Fill therefore, the charaQer of Unitarians 


be attacked, every appeal ta it, on this queſti- 


on, muſt neceſſarily be deemed impertinent; 
and till your theory on inſpiration be vindi- 
cated” from the tendencies charged upon it in 


my letters, every ſuch appeal muſt be con- 


ſidered merely as an argument to tie palſio tons of _ 
men. In courts of criminal judicature an ap- 

deal, I believe is ſeldom made to the character 
of the: culprit, except, in caſes, where the, act | 
is pretty clearly aſcertained. 


But It may not be improper under the head 
of conſequences,” to offer an additionalemark or 
two on the paſſage l TP OUT Lord: aur 
che Troth Are r 8 | 5 


— 
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In page 19 you ſay, © whether Jeſus conſi- 
0 dered the paſſage he quoted as originally re- 
* lating to himſelf, or whether he only argued 
with the Phariſees, as he frequently did, on 
1 n own Principles, does not . | 


That OUT Lond did conſider the ae as 
TT originally to himſelf, appears to me 
clear. 55 the following reaſons. 

1 1 : | 
2. Becauſe he in another place e xii. 

16.) aſſumes to himfelf a character differing 

but little in expreſſion, and nothing in ſenſe, 

from that contained in the paſſage under con- 

fideration. I, ſays he, am the root and the 
af + offipring 85 man 1 | | 


Fetautez St. gs (whom u we may u Juli 
. to have been acquainted with his ma- 
ter's idea on the ſubject, and eſpecially as he 
then ſpake as he was moved by the Holy 
Ghoſt”) actually applies it to him in the 2nd. 
of Acts, verſe 34, 35, 36. As theſe conſi- 
derations contain ſomething like direct evidence 
(in oppoſition to which I find nothing in 
your account of the matter, but poſſibility and 
conjeAure) there will not, it is preſumed. be 


any further queſtion between us on this N 
of on ſubjea. „„ 


. | Wik 
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With regard, Sir, to my views of the ſub- 

ject, in which you ſay * I exceedingly exult,” 
F, certainly do feel that exaltation in them 
which a conſcioufneſs of their truth may be 
ſuppoſed to inſpire. I till maintain, with re- 
' ference to our Lord's conduct on this occaſion, 
(and ſhall continue to do fo, till I receive 
fomething more concluſive in reply, than It 
** might be an argument ad homines') That, 
if the ſenſe attached to this paſſage by the 
Jews were erroneous, it became him, whoſe 
office - it was to have © compaſſion on the 
95 * to correct their malate. 


2. If he kde himſelf of an abſurdity 
in their interpretation of it merely for the 
fake of victory, which (if your account of the- 
buſmeſs be intelligible) muſt have been the 
caſe; the very ſuppoſition. PT him to the 
rank of a * nn, | 


3. That if he either re or with a a: 
ſign to deceive introduced the paſſage as appli- 
cable to himſelf, theſe ſuppoſitions contain in 
them the very extreme of impiety, and are 
« hoſtile to the authority of the New Teſta- 
ment.“ Now though in my firft'letters I left 
you to adopt either of theſe ſuppofitions which 
might appear, on your hypotheſis, moſt for your 
I WO: did not as you aſſert, page 18, 
call 
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call any interpretation which you might give 
of the paſſage the very extreme of impi- 
2 ety,” &c; I do now maintain that, of the 
two faſt ſuppoſitions, the rixsr is not inconſiſt- 
ent with your opinion of Chriſt where you re- 
preſent him as really having lefs occafion” 
for the knowledge of the ſcriptures, and as net, 
being ' better informed on the ſubject than 
* his diſciples were,” who (you affirm) often 
"4s applied them very improperly, and witlr 

no better Judgment than their unbeheving 
* countrymen.” Theol. Repoſ. vol. 4. page 442, 

And, that the szcovp (viz. his introducing the 
paſſage as applicable to himſelf with a deſign 
to deceive) might happen in the conduct of a 
man, who, as you reprefent Chriſt to have 
been, was liable to ſin, as well as ſubject to 
& error.” Ibid, page 445. At leaſt your avowed 
opinion of Chriſt affords no ſecurity againſt. ei- 
ther of Ow Tory ſerious conſequences. 


| What other interpretation of our Lord's 
condue you may yet be able to produce I am 
not concerned to enquire ; it is fufficient, if 


T have ſhewn, that your avowed option of his 
character wall zal this. 


Should this interpretation ſtill appear ** the 
8 very extreme of impiety,” the public will 
perceive it is only offered as an obvious conſe- 


: nn : 
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quenoe of your own views of his inſpiration. It 
may indeed juſtly alarm the apprehenſions of 
ſerious chriſtians, but they will eaſily ſee that 
the fault is in no ſenſe imputable to me. 
I have produced. the principle from ſuch autho- 
rities as you will not diſpute; and have ex- 
poſed thoſe conſequences which, in my apprehen- 
. fon, e reſult from it. 


* 


You are, ,therefore, at liberty to adopt which 
you will, oply recollecting that, according to 
every principle of ſound ratiocination, a man 
is bound as, much by deduchions fairly made 
from his on as 1 the WE themſelves. 


With ard to my own views of our Lord's 
conduct, being thoroughly convinced that he 
underſtood the paſlage as appropriate to him 
ſelf, I expreſſed my conviction in theſe words, | 
* In his, application of this paſſage he was 

„guided by fuch wiſdom as made it impoſſible 
that he ſhould. himſelf have been deceived, 
and at the ſame time was influenced by ſuch. 
"6 NT ſincerity as made it equally impoſſi- 
165 ble that he ſhould, ſeek to deceive others.” 


Confident as I then felt of the greater pro- 
pPriety of this repreſentation, I did preſume to 
requeſt your explicit anſwer to our Lord's 


queſtion on the text; adding at the ſame 
5 time 
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time (you ſay inſultingly) theſe words, — No 

doubt your ſuperior advantages of know- ' 

e ledge, &c. will effectually ſecure you from 
* the embarraſſment and conſequent filence 
* of thoſe to whom the queſtion y was origi- 
5 ae * 2 


But, Sir, yo will find that in the opinion 
1 here expreſs of you, as a man much better in- 
formed than the Phariſees were in the time of our 
Lord, I have acted ſolely by your own autho- 
rity. For in your Obſervations on the prophets of: 
the Old Teftament” you aſſure vs, that as interpre- 
ters of their writings, © We” (modern and ra- 
tional chriſtians no doubt) are happily deli- 
e vered from the prejudices of Jews, and are 
much better ſituated for taking an enlarged 
* and juſt view of the ſubject in all its con- 
6 nections. Theol. Repoſ. vol. 4, Page 113. 


I could not have foreſeen that to claſs Dr. 
Prieſtley with theſe more enlightened mo- 
derns, would by him be deemed an infult. 
But I perceiye his modeſty is hurt by ſo flatter- \_ 
ing a diſtinction, A man who in general 
aſſumes ſo little, and who diſcovers ſuch reluc- 
tance in introducing any thing which by impli- 
cation may be conſidered as a compliment to 
himſelf, could not fail to treat my conduct, in 


this buſineſs as ws a fattery. The paſ- 
- - 


"= 
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ſage above cited from the Theol. Repoſ. will I 
hope plead ſomething 1 in my extengation. | 


AS to the fone. in 1 our Lord under- 


ſtood the paſſage (as applied to himſelf) this 


appears ſo very plain a. cafe, that inſtead of 
Noundering in the toils of conjectural interpreta- 
tion, your more ingenuous and conſiſtent * 


method will be at once boldly to aſſert that, 


both in his application and ſenſe of this paſ- 
ſage, he applied it very improperly and 
ve with no better Judgment than * unbeliev- 
0 ing countrymen.“ 


This, Sir, will be a more than 8 
ing a principle you bave already avowed con- 
erming his inſpiration :— beſides, by contract- 
ing the: grounds of evidence on the ſubject of 
his divinity, it will fave you the trouble (in 


your future controverſies) of diſcuſſing firſt 


principles with your various antagoniſts. 


K 1 V. 51k, Tg 
1 HAVE examined with great attention the 

ſubje& of your laſt letter. You recom- 
mend the uſe of © ſtrong aſſertions,” and cer- 
| tainly there is no man living who (from ex- 
periment) is better qualified to ſpeak to their 
utility than 1 88 


- i \ 


i | 


J am however. TTY" in this buſineſs, to 
decline alike your example and your N 


Strong aſſertions“ may in your hand, in⸗ 
deed, have proved i:reſiſtible---by this means 
you have no doubt ſlain the mighty; but the pub- 
lic candour will I truſt allow, that, whatever 
may have been my preſumption in venturing 
forth to ſingle combat with ſo formidable a 
champion, I have at leaſt, fought fairly. | 
You obligingly repreſent me (in your fami- 
liar 4 to thes town) as a young man poſleſſ, 
| „ ed 


* 
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ed by © a laudable deſire of riſing i in my pro- 
feſſion;“ and as you, no doubt, feel an equal 
with to forward my views in that particular, 


you recommend, what- you deem, the beſt 


mode of accompliſhing my Purpoſſ 


F 
It ſeems then, that having er oh VE 
«ton, ©-nor family connections“ to recom- 


mend me, my only ſure path to preferment . 


is by the proſtitution of (what you are pleaſed 
to call) a good natural underſtanding“ to 


the infamous ER of E —_ and 
defamation. „ 


But here alſo I reject with equal indignation 
the treachery of your advice, and the autho- 


rity of 425 example. | 


OR the . N a in hich L am engaged 
the object of my purſuit is truth and I truſt, 
in my conteſt with you, I have not been un- 


_ - mindful of that important injunction, So run 


© that ye may obtain” But Kill to awaken, and 


ſtimulate my ambition, you bring before me 
the example of an illuſtrious name that, you, 


ſay, has ſucceſsfully youe before me in the 
fame Path. 


os e ee England - 
has ſhewn herſelf worthy of ſuch a man, by ai 


1 : acknowledgment 


3 
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acknowledgment of his extraordinary talents; 
were it true, that he arrived at his preſent 
dignities by the means you recommend, he. 
might not only poſſeſs (as he really does) 
thoſe dignities without envy on my part; but 
I ſhould conſider him then as much the object 
of my ned; as he is now of my admiration. 


, Sir, 6 flattering it may be to 
rank with a Horſley, or a Venn even as the 
objects of your cenſure; there is no authority 
upon earth from which (in matters of eſſential 
belief) I am not prepared to appeal at the 
ſame time, if either of thoſe eminent perſons 
5 have defects (which, as they are utterly un- 
known to me, I will not mention) I am tho- A 
roughly convinced they would not propoſe, 1 
them for my imitation. : : 
With regard to the 8 Mr. Veun ; 
(to © whoſe performance my letters bear ſo = 
i ſtriking a reſemblance”) though your deſign - a 
in introducing him on this buſineſs is moſt 
obvious; I nevertheleſs thank you for the op- 
portunity it affords me of expreſſing, publicly, 
the high ſenſe I entertain of the worth of that 
venerable man. Of his performance, to which 
. you allude, I received the frſt intelligence 
7 from yourſelf: I have ſince met with it, but as 
: S k it 
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it is upon a different ſubje&, it's merits or de- 
merits * out of the e e 


2 here i is one ee on which I muſt . 
Werk, viz. my not having examined your 
interpretation of the paſſages of ſeripture” produced 
from your other writings. | Two reaſons have 
chiefly weighed with me in this buſineſs— The 
one has been, that the ſenſe of the ſcriptures ._ 
makes no part of the preſent queſtion between of 
us: and the other, that this work has already 
been done by much abler hands, and in 11 
opinion ry lulhciently.7 RT 
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Having now, Sir, 3 use appears | 
of conſequence in your reply; and having en- 
deavoured ( oa the ſame principle, and in 
« the ſame ſpirit with which I wrote my firſt 
« letters”) to reſcue them from unmerited 
cenſure., I leave you to your own reflections 
on the tendency of your, opinions, and on the ſpirit 
which has ee you in this diſpute. 


| Should you conſider my preſent addreſs wor- 
| Ay of notice, there are two conditions which 


"IC 4 


® See. particularly a ſmall Ga hs by Binns of Leeds, entitled 
44 4 ſport defence of the divinity of Chriſt, with a ſupplement containing 
_ obſervations on Dr. Prieſtley's Familiar illuſtration of certain paſſages 
"of ſcripture.” I have juſt been informed that tte ingenious author has 
favoured the public with a :hird edition of this valuable tract, which 
I earneſtly recommend t to the ſerious attention of our readers. ; 


9 e | 1 ſhall 
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I ſhall deem indiſpenſ hie to the continuance of | 


this correſpondence as far, at leaſt, as it re- 


8 


ſveats myſelf.— The one is, that you confine 
yourſelf to the queſtion:— and the other, that 


Whatever you may think proper to advance on 


the ſubje@be addreſſed to me perſonally. - 
- I remain, 
Reverend Sir, 


Your very humble Servant, 


EDWARD BURN. 


\ 
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THE END. 
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